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FARM  COSTS  STUDIES 

This  report  is  part  of  a continuing  nationwide  study  of  costs  and 
returns  on  commercial  farms  and  ranches  by  type  and  size  in 
some  of  the  important  farming  regions  of  the  United  States.  The 
study  is  conducted  under  the  general  supervision  of  Wylie  D. 
Goodsell,  Farm  Production  Economics  Division,  Economic  Re- 
search Service.  Objectives,  methodology,  procedure,  and  terms 
are  uniform  for  all  areas  covered  in  the  study. 

The  1965  costs  and  returns  studies  have  been  conducted  on  the 
following: 

Dairy  Farms,  Northeast  and  Midwest 
Corn  Belt  Farms 

Egg-Producing  Farms,  New  Jersey 

Broiler  Farms,  Maine,  Delmarva,  and  Georgia 

Cotton  Farms 

Tobacco  Farms,  Coastal  Plain,  North  Carolina 
Tobacco- Livestock  Farms,  Bluegrass  Area,  Kentucky 
Wheat  Farms,  Plains  and  Pacific  Northwest 
Western  Livestock  Ranches 

Summary  statistics  for  all  types  of  farms  in  the  study  are  pre- 
sented in  a report,  revised  annually.  The  latest  such  report  was 
published  in  1965  and  is  titled:  "Farm  Costs  and  Returns,  Com- 
mercial Farms,  by  Type,  Size,  and  Location,"  Agriculture  In- 
formation Bulletin  No.  230,  Revised  1965. 

Information  on  the  studies  can  be  obtained  from  Farm  Produc- 
tion Economics  Division,  Economic  Research  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Washington,  D.C.  20250. 
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COSTS  AMD  RETURMS 
WESTERN  LIVESTOCK  RANCHES,  1965 


Wylie  D.  Goodsell  and  James  R.  Gray  1 


SUMMARY 


Nineteen  hundred  sixty-five  was  the  first  year  in  many  that  production 
conditions,  prices  and  operations  were  generally  favorable  to  typical 
Western  livestock  ranchers  in  each  of  the  4 areas  included  in  these 
analyses  (fig.  1).  Range  conditions,  which  are  very  important  to  these 
ranchers,  were  generally  favorable  and  in  some  areas  were  the  most 
favorable  in  many  years.  Livestock  were  marketed  at  relatively  heavier 
weights  and  in  good  condition. 

Net  production  in  1965  averaged  as  high  or  higher  than  1964  on  all  of 
the  ranches  studied  and  ranged  from  no  change  on  Northern  Plains  sheep 
ranches  to  nearly  28  percent  higher  on  Southwest  sheep  ranches.  Prices 
received  averaged  higher  in  1965  on  all  ranches  and  ranged  from  slightly 
over  7 percent  higher  on  Southwest  sheep  ranches  to  around  20  percent 
higher  on  Southwest  cattle  ranches. 

These  factors  combined  to  bring  about  increases  in  net  ranch  incomes 
in  1965  compared  with  1964  ranging  from  around  25  percent  on  Northern 
Plains  cattle  and  sheep  ranches  and  Intermountain  cattle  ranches  to  369 
percent  on  Southwest  cattle  ranches  (fig.  2).  Net  ranch  incomes  for  the 
past  3 years  and  percentage  changes  in  income  for  these  typical  Western 
livestock  ranches  were  as  follows: 


1963 


Cattle  ranches: 

Northern  Plains $7,385 

Intermountain 10,133 

Southwest 5,272 

Sheep  ranches: 

Northern  Plains 12,961 

Utah-Nevada 13,261 

Southwest.  .........  5,926 


Percentage  change 


1964 

1965 

1963  to 
1964 

1964  to 
1965 

$6,043 

$7,599 

-18 

26 

6,829 

8,548 

-33 

25 

1,310 

6, 146 

-75 

369 

11,731 

14,695 

-9 

25 

14,915 

18,335 

12 

.2  3 

3,752 

9,312 

-37 

148 

1 Agricultural  Economist,  Farm  Production  Economics  Division,  Economic  Research 
Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  Associate  Professor,  New  Mexico  State  Uni- 
versity, respectively.  The  New  Mexico  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  is  a contributor  to 
the  continuing  study  of  costs  and  returns  on  commercial  ranches  in  the  Western  Region. 
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Seldom  do  all  of  the  important 
factors  combine  so  well  in  a given 
year  to  the  ranchers'  advantage. 
The  largest  relative  increase  in  net 
returns  from  1964  to  1965  came  on 
Southwest  cattle  ranches.  On  these 
ranches,  production  was  around  11 
percent  higher,  prices  received 
were  nearly  21  percent  higher,  and 
prices  paid  were  slightly  lower  in 
1965  compared  with  a year  earlier. 
The  next  largest  increase  in  net 
returns  came  on  sheep  ranches  in 
the  same  area.  On  these  ranches, 

CATTLE 

Northern  Plains 

Conditions  were  good  on  cattle 
ranches  in  the  Northern  Great  Plains 
during  1965.  Despite  poor  produc- 
tion conditions  early  in  the  year  in 
some  sections  of  Montana  and  South 
Dakota,  heavy  rains  occurred  in 
the  spring  and  throughout  the 
summer  and  early  fall.  Spring 
calving  conditions  were  not  favor- 
able, mainly  because  of  unseason- 
ably cold  weather.  However,  at 
market  time,  livestock  production 
rates  generally  were  high  and  live- 
stock weights  were  up  because  of 
good  summer  grazing.  The  heavier 
marketing  weights  overcame  the 
effects  of  lower  calving  percentages 
and  higher  death  losses  than  those 
of  1964.  Prices  received  for  calves 
recovered  from  the  low  level  in  1 964, 
increasing  about  12  percent;  but 
they  failed  to  reach  the  high  levels 
of  the  1961-63  period. 

Northern  Plains  cattle  ranchers 
went  against  the  nationwide  down- 
ward trend  in  cattle  numbers  dur- 
ing 1965.  Favorable  range  condi- 
tions and  the  prospect  of  higher 
prices  encouraged  them  to  increase 
breeding  herds  from  January  1, 
1965,  to  January  1,  1966.  Fewer 

than  the  usual  number  of  breeding 


production  was  about  28  percent 
higher,  prices  received  were  nearly 
8 percent  higher,  and  prices  paid 
were  slightly  lower  in  1965  than  in 
1964.  These  factors  were  far  less 
favorable  on  the  other  ranches.  For 
example,  on  Utah-Nevada  sheep 
ranches,  net  ranch  production  was 
only  3 percent  higher  in  1965  than 
in  1964  and  prices  received  were 
about  8 percent  higher.  However, 
prices  paid,  although  less  important 
in  determining  net  returns,  were  also 
higher  in  1 965. 

RANCHES 

livestock  were  sold  and  more  than 
the  usual  number  of  heifer  calves 
were  held  over  in  the  breeding  he rd. 
The  1965  increase  in  inventory  num- 
bers represents  the  fourth  conse- 
cutive time  that  ranchers  ended  the 
year  with  more  cattle. 

The  cropping  enterprise  is  im- 
portant on  Northern  Plains  cattle 
ranches.  The  delayed  spring  tended 
to  reduce  the  acreage  planted,  on 
ranches  in  this  region.  However, 
favorable  moisture  conditions  per- 
mitted higher  hay  yields.  Grain 
yields  were  lower  in  1965  than  in 
1964.  The  acreage  of  native  hays 
harvested  increased  substantially  in 
1965  as  it  usually  does  with  favor- 
able moisture  and  growing  condi- 
tions, and  yields  were  much  higher 
than  in  the  previous  year.  With 
lower  demand  and  lower  prices  for 
hay,  many  ra-nchers  held  most  of 
their  hay  crops  off  the  market. 
Since  grains,  particularly  wheat,  are 
the  major  cash  crop  on  these  cattle 
ranches,  cash  receipts  from  the 
crop  enterprise  in  1965  were  down 
about  40  percent  from  1964. 

Despite  lower  crop  incomes  on 
these  cattle  ranches,  heavy  market 
weights  of  animals  and  higher  prices 
received  for  feeder  cattle  combined 
to  permit  higher  gross  incomes  in 
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1 965.  Inventory  gains  in  livestock 
and  crops  were  partially  respon- 
sible. The  major  factor  was  in- 
creased receipts  from  cattle.  These 
were  up  about  17  percent  from  those 
in  1964. 

Cash  expenditures  in  1965  on  typi- 
cal cattle  ranches  in  the  Northern 
Plains  crept  upward  as  ranchers 
paid  slightly  higher  prices  for  labor, 
machinery  and  equipment,  and  re- 
placement livestock.  Ranchers 
attempted  to  economize  by  investing 
fewer  dollars  in  replacement 
machinery  and  vehicles,  but  many 
variable  costs,  such  as  labor, 
machinery  operating  expenses  and 
replacement  livestock  canceled  the 
saving.  Gross  expenses  in  1 965  were 
about  5 percent  higher  than  those  of 
1 964  (table  1) . 

Sub  stantially  higher  gross  in- 
comes  with  only  a 5 percent  increase 
in  expenses  meant  ranchers  obtained 
net  ranch  incomes  that  compared 
favorably  with  those  achieved  in  the 
1962-63  period.  The  net  ranch  in- 
come of  over  $7,500  per  ranch  per- 
mitted a return  to  the  operator  and 
his  family  for  their  unpaid  labor  and 
management  of  8 1 cents  per  hour. 
This  return  was  about  the  same  as 
that  of  1962. 

Index  numbers  provide  a summary 
measure  of  change  taking  place  on 
farms  and  ranches.  Index  numbers 
of  both  gross  and  net  incomes  in- 
creased from  1964  to  1965  as  did 
the  index  of  net  ranch  production. 
The  production  indexes  increased 
more  than  the  indexes  of  resources 
used  in  production.  However,  when 
the  cost  indexe  s - -which  combine 
the  quantities  of  resources  used 
with  the  current  prices  paid  for  the 
re  sources  - -are  compared  with  the 
production  indexes,  the  costs  per 
unit  of  production  were  higher  in 
1 965  than  in  1964.  Essentially  the 


same  relationship  occurred  between 
pricds  paid  and  prices  received  by 
ranchers  in  1965  as  was  the  case 
in  1963.  The  indexes  of  both  prices 
paid  and  received  in  1965  were  99, 
(1957-59  = 100).  Higher  prices  paid 
for  items  purchased  from  the  non- 
agricultural  s e c t o r- -machinery, 
labor,  livestock  supplies,  building 
materials  and  taxes-.were  offset 
by  lower  prices  paid  for  items 
purchased  from  the  agricultural 
sector--feed  and  replacement  live- 
stock. 


Intermountain  Region 

Net  ranch  income  in  1965  on  typi- 
cal cattle  ranches  in  the  Inter - 
mountain  area  averaged  about  $8,500 
per  ranch  (table  1).  This  is  about 
25  percent  higher  than  in  1964  but 
around  20  percent  below  the  previous 
5 -year  average.  Except  for  1964,  it 
was  the  lowest  average  income  since 
1956. 

Higher  average  incomes  in  1965 
compared  with  1964  are  attributable 
to  several  factors . Although produc  - 
tion  conditions  in  1965  were  spotty 
with  considerable  variation  among 
localities,  on  the  whole  they  were 
improved  significantly  from  1 964  and 
were  the  best  in  several  years.  The 
indexes  of  range  conditions  for  this 
area  were  the  best  since  1947.  Many 
ranchers  reported  lush  range  condi- 
tions and  cattle  in  top  flesh.  Some 
ranchers  reported  lush  range  condi- 
tions but  stated  that  the  grass  and 
forage  were  so  succulent  that  there 
was  less  "strength"  in  the  feed  and 
animals  did  not  make  the  gains  in 
weight  they  had  expected  or  hoped 
for.  They  reported  that  in  their 
locality  the  cattle  appeared  to  be  in 
very  good  condition  but  had  not  de- 
veloped the  firm  flesh  usually  ex- 
pected. Range  conditions  in  central 
and  southern  Nevada,  southwestern 
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Utah  and  western  Colorado  averaged 
considerably  better  than  in  1964,  and 
for  the  most  part  they  were  im- 
proved from  a year  earlier  in  most 
areas.  A few  areas  reported  little 
change  from  1964,  particularly  in 
the  mid-summer  months. 

The  index  of  cattle  condition  for 
the  area  as  a whole  was  lower  in 
the  early  months  of  1965  compared 
with  a year  earlier  but  improved  in 
the  later  months  and  averaged 
slightly  higher  for  all  of  1965.  The 
net  result  was  that  calf  weights  at 
market  time  averaged  nearly  7 per- 
cent higher  in  1965  than  in  1964. 

Some  ranchers  reported  that  the 
early  storms  presented  problems 
at  calving  time  but  aided  forage 
growth  later.  However,  the  percent- 
age calf  crop  for  the  area  as  a whole 
averaged  slightly  highe  r than  in  1 964. 
With  a better  than  7 percent  larger 
number  of  cows  and  heifers  in  the 
1 965  breeding  herd  and  a slightly 
higher  calving  percentage  than  in 
1964,  the  number  of  calves  born 
in  1965  was  about  9 percent  greater 
than  in  1 964. 

The  total  number  of  beef  animals 
sold  per  ranch  was  about  17  percent 
greater  in  1965.  The  number  of  cows 
and  heifers  sold  was  not  significantly 
greater  than  in  1964  but  the  number 
of  calves  sold  was  up  materially 
from  a year  earlier.  The  total  live- 
weight  of  calves  sold  in  1965  was 
nearly  65  percent  higher  than  in 
1 964.  The  total  liveweight  of  yearling 
steers  and  heifers  sold  was  about  7 
percent  lower  than  in  1964.  Culling 
of  breeding  herds  was  heavier  than 
usual  and  about  5 percent  more 
breeding  animals  were  sold  in  1965 
than  in  1964.  As  a result  the  breed- 
ing herd  which  had  generally  in- 
creased for  several  years  on  these 
ranches  leveled  off  in  1965,  and  the 
ending  inventory  was  about  the  same 
as  the  beginning  inventory. 


Prices  received  for  all  classes 
of  cattle  sold  on  these  ranches 
averaged  higher  in  1965  than  in 
1964.  In  1965  calves  brought  better 
than  $22.50  per  hundredweight  com - 
pared  with  about  $19.50  in  1964, 
long -yearling  steers  and  heifers 
brought  $21.50  compared  with  $ 1 8.30 
the  year  before,  and  cows  brought 
nearly  $13.25  compared  with  $11.75 
in  1964.  Gross  sales  from  cattle 
averaged  about  $15,500  per  ranch 
in  1965  compared  with  about  $ 1 2,500 
in  1964. 

Practically  100  percent  of  sales 
from  these  ranches  is  from  the  cattle 
enterprise.  Allowing  for  inventory 
adjustments  and  a small  amount  of 
ranch-grown  produce  used  in  the 
household,  gross  ranch  income  in 
1965  was  16  percent  higher  than  in 
1964. 

Except  for  a small  feed-grain 
base,  the  cropland  on  these  ranches 
is  used  for  the  production  of  hay. 
Except  for  native  or  wild  hay  the 
acreage  in  hay  changes  little  from 
year  to  year.  Around  250  tons  of 
hay  per  ranch  are  produced  each 
year.  This  is  not  sufficient  to  feed 
the  cattle  produced  and  consequently 
some  hay  is  purchased  each  year. 
Despite  slightly  better  per  acre 
yields  of  hay  in  1965,  these  ranch- 
ers had  to  buy  more  hay  to  carry 
their  livestock  breeding  herds. 
Prices  paid  for  hay  were  approxi- 
mately the  same  in  1964  and  1965. 
Other  feed  costs  remained  about 
the  same. 

Total  ranch  expenditure  s averaged 
about  7 percent  higher  in  1965  than 
a year  earlier.  Prices  and  cost 
rates  for  most  inputs  increased 
slightly  from  1964  to  1965.  Prices 
of  items  not  farm -produced  con- 
tinued their  gradual  upward  trend. 
Total  real  estate  andpersonal  prop- 
erty taxes  increased  about  5 percent 
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Table  1.-  Costs  and  Returns,  Western  Cattle  Ranches,  1964  and  1965 
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from  1964  to  1965.  These  taxes 
have  increased  year  after  year  and 
are  now  almost  double  the  amount  15 
years  ago.  However,  the  tax  base, 
average  size  of  ranch,  investment 
and  volume  of  business  also  have 
increased  so  only  part  of  the  increase 
in  taxes  paid  is  attributable  to  in- 
creased tax  rates.  The  overall  in- 
crease from  1964  to  1965  in  prices 
and  cost  rates  on  these  ranches  was 
about  3 percent. 

Southwest 

Severe  drought  conditions  cov- 
ered the  Southwest  region  except 
in  the  far  western  portions  as  the 
year  began  in  1965.  Beginning  in 
July  moisture  inappreciable 
amounts  occured  in  Texas  and  New 
Mexico,  while  the  Arizona  portion  of 
the  region  had  less  favorable  condi- 
tions than  in  1964  and  early  1965. 
Most  of  the  precipitation  fell  so 
late  in  the  year  that  ranges  were 
able  to  only  partially  recover  from 
the  past  3 years  of  drought.  Ranch- 
ers in  Texas  and  Arizona  reported 
fair  range,  conditions  for  1965. 
Ranchers  in  New  Mexico  split,  with 
those  in  western  New  Mexico  re- 
porting fair  and  those  in  easternNew 
Mexico  reporting  poor  conditions. 
Despite  the  spotty  range  conditions, 
the  average  for  this  area  was  up 
considerably  from  a year  earlier, 
and  livestock  were  maintained  gen- 
erally in  good  condition. 

In  1965  calving  percentages  were 
up  about  3 points  from  the  1964 
level.  Late  rains  improved  grazing 
conditions  and  helped  calf  and 
yearling  marketing  weights  to  re- 
cover to  about  the  1961  level.  P rices 
generally  were  favorable  in  the  fall 
marketing  period,  with  calf  prices 
up  almost  $4.00  per  hundredweight 
from  the  low  price  level  in  1964. 
Replacement  livestock  prices  ad- 


vanced sharply  during  1965  with 
prices  of  replacement  cows  nearly 
doubling  during  the  year.  Ranchers 
in  the  Southwest,  like  ranchers  in  the 
Northern  Plains  and  in  parts  of  the 
Rocky  Mountain  area,  increased 
their  inventories  of  beef  cattle 
despite  the  nationwide  trend  to  lower 
cattle  numbers. 

Cash  receipts  were  moderately 
higher  on  typical  Southwest  cattle 
ranches  in  1965.  Ranchers  reduced 
the  number  of  animals  sold  as  it 
appeared  that  the  drought  was  over 
in  the  area.  Favorable  prices  per- 
mitted receipts  to  increase  despite 
the  lower  number  sold.  Ranchers 
reduced  the  number  of  breeding 
cows  per  herd  while  sharply  in- 
creasing the  number  of  replacement 
heifer  calves  and  steers.  The  net 
effect  was  a small  decrease  in  the 
inventory  value  of  livestock.  After 
considering  all  physical  factors 
combined,  net  ranch  production  in 
1965  was  about  11  percent  greater 
than  in  1964  and  the  highest  in 
several  years. 

Gross  ranch  incomes  per  ranch 
on  typical  Southwest  cattle  ranches 
were  nearly  $3,000  higher  in  1965 
than  in  1964,  but  only  slightly  higher 
than  the  1957-59  average. 

Feed  costs  and  grazing  fees  were 
lower  on  Southwest  cattle  in  1965 
than  in  1964,  as  were  labor  costs 
and  miscellaneous  expenditures. 
Costs  were  higher  for  replacement 
livestock,  machinery  and  vehicle 
purchases  and  livestock  replace- 
ments. Total  cash  expenditures  were 
reduced  substantially  - - about  1 6 per - 
cent--during  1965. 

Net  ranch  incomes  on  typical 
Southwest  cattle  ranches  in  1965 
recovered  from  the  disastrously 
low  level  of  1964  and  were  nearly 
17  percent  higher  than  those 
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received  in  1963.  Net  incomes  in 
1965  failed  to  recover  to  the  aver- 
age  typical  of  the  late  1950s  and  the 
early  I960s--the  $7,000  to  $8,000 
range.  Land  values  increased  again 
in  the  region  as  they  have  almost 
continuously  since  1939. 

The  index  numbers  for  1965  repre- 
senting production,  costs,  income 

SHEEP 

Northern  Plains 

Sheep  ranchers  in  the  Northern 
Plains  region  experienced  a favor- 
able year  in  1965,  in  terms  of  both 
production  and  income.  Although 
cold  and  wet  weather  caused  heavy 
lamb  losses  in  the  spring,  lush 
summer  range  permitted  the 
marketing  of  heavy  lambs  with  the 
best  lamb  market  prices  since  1951. 
Prices  received  by  these  operators 
for  lambs  averaged  $22.80  per 
hundredweight.  This  was  nearly 
$3.00  more  per  hundredweight  than 
was  received  in  1964.  Prices  aver- 
aged $20,80  in  1957-59.  Net  ranch 
incomes  on  these  typical  sheep 
ranches  were  up  approximately  25 
percent  above  the  1964  level  and 
nearly  39  percent  above  the  1957-59 
average.  They  were  the  highest  in 
more  than  a decade. 

The  liquidation  in  sheep  numbers 
that  started  in  1963  continued 
through  1965.  Sheep  ranchers  re- 
duced flock  numbers  and  had 
approximately  5 pe rcent  fewer  stock 
sheep  on  January  1,  1966,  than  a 
year  earlier.  The  rate  of  reduction 
in  1965  was  much  less  than  that  in 
previous  years.  Ranchers  took  ad- 
vantage of  favorable  market  prices 
and  reduced  the  number  of  aged  ewes 
to  minimum  levels. 

Cash  expenditures  in  1 965  on  typi- 
cal Northern  Plains  sheep  ranches 


and  prices  on  typical  Southwest 
ranches  generally  indicated  higher 
income,  higher  production,  lower 
costs  per  unit  of  production,  and  a 
more  favorable  price  situation  than 
that  of  1964  (table  1).  Generally, 
prices  paid  and  prices  received 
in  1965  were  similar  to  those  ex- 
perienced on  these  ranches  in 
1963. 

RANCHES 

were  about  the  same  in  1965  as 
those  in  1964  (table  2).  Expendi- 
tures for  most  groups  of  items  re- 
mained about  the  same  except  that 
a little  less  was  spent  for  feed  in 
1965  than  in  1964  and  a little  more 
was  spent  for  equipment  and  taxes. 
Range  improvement  costs  continued 
at  high  levels  as  sheep  ranchers 
continued  to  fence  and  cross -fence 
their  ranges  in  an  effort  to  increase 
operating  efficiencies  and  reduce 
labor  costs. 

The  index  numbers  measuring 
changes  in  production,  costs,  re- 
turns and  prices  on  Northern  Plains 
sheep  ranches  during  1965  indicate 
that  production  levels  were  much 
the  same  as  those  of  1964  and  costs 
and  expenses  per  unit  of  production 
were  higher  than  in  1964,  but  that 
prices  received  for  products  sold 
were  exceptionally  favorable  for 
sheep  ranchers.  Although  prices 
paid  by  ranchers  advanced  4 index 
points  from  1964  to  1965,  prices 
received  by  them  advanced  about  13 
index  points.  This  is  the  largest 
increase  since  the  22  point  advance 
from  1950  to  1951. 

Utah- Nevada 

In  1965  operators  of  typical  2- 
band  desert-operated  sheep  ranches 
in  western  Utah  and  east-central 
Nevada  had  one  of  their  best  years 
in  a long  while.  Net  ranch  income 
averaged  $18,335  per  ranch,  the 
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liar  : 14,585  14,131  24,410  25,318  12,946  12,087 
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highest  since  1958  and  approxi- 
mately 23  percent  higher  than  in 
1964  (table  2).  Many  factors  con- 
tributed to  this  generally  favorable 
year  and  relatively  high  income. 
Ranch  production  was  a record  high, 
prices  received  averaged  the  high- 
est since  1952,  range  conditions 
averaged  the  best  since  l952--being 
particularly  good  in  the  critical 
summer  months --and  lambs  were 
marketed  at  record-high  weights. 

In  1965  lambs  brought  an  average 
of  $22.80  pe  r hundredweight  on  these 
ranches.  This  is  the  highest  price 
received  by  these  ranchers  since 
1952  and  compares  with  $20.50  in 

1964,  $18.05  in  1963  and  $19.10  in 
1962.  Compared  with  $4.75  a year 
earlier,  cull  ewes  brought  $5.90 
per  hundredweight  in  1 965,  the  high- 
est price  received  since  1959.  In 
addition  to  the  relatively  high  prices 
received  for  sheep  and  lambs  in 

1965,  the  largest  volume  of  sheep 
and  lambs  since  I960  was  sold.  As 
a result,  cash  receipts  from  the  sale 
of  sheep  and  lambs  were  17  percent 
greater  than  in  1964  and  the  highest 
since  1951  when  sheep  and  lamb 
prices  were  a record  high  on  these 
ranches.  In  1951  ewes  brought  $13.80 
and  lambs  $30.00  per  hundredweight. 

The  wool  clip  per  animal  sheared 
in  1965  on  these  ranches  was  esti- 
mated at  10.2  pounds,  one  of  the 
lowest  clips  in  recent  years.  This 
compares  with  10.6  pounds  in  1963 
and  1964.  The  price  received  for 
wool  by  these  producers  averaged 
approximately  45  cents  per  pound 
in  1965.  This  was  about  5 cents  be- 
low.the  price  a year  earlier  and  about 
the  same  as  the  average  for  1957- 
59.  As  a result,  total  cash  receipts 
in  1965  from  direct  sale  of  wool 
were  about  15  percent  below  those 
of  a year  earlier.  But,  wool  incen- 
tive payments  to  these  ranchers  for 
shorn  wool  were  approximately  76 


percent  greater  in  1 965  than  in  1 964. 
Consequently,  total  cash  receipts 
from  wool  were  only  1 percent  be- 
low those  of  1964. 

Except  for  a few  sales  of  small 
grains  - -mostly  grown  in  rotation  on 
the  base  land  on  these  ranches -- 
and  a little  income  from  a few  beef 
animals,  ranch  income  is  from  the 
sheep  enterprise.  During  the  last  5 
years,  approximately  96  percent  of 
total  cash  receipts  was  from  the 
sheep  enterprise.  In  1965  total  cash 
receipts  were  about  11  percent 
higher  than  in  1964. 

Total. cash  expenditures  and  gross 
ranch  expenses  per  ranch  were  both 
between  3 and  4 percent  higher  in 
1965  than  a year  earlier.  This  was 
due  mostly  to  an  increase  in  prices 
and  cost  rates  for  inputs  purchased. 

The  index  of  prices  paid,  including 
wage  rates  paid  to  hired  labor,  in- 
creased nearly  3 percent  from  1964 
to  1965  with  slight  increases  in  most 
items.  The  greatest  increases  in 
cost  rates  were  for  personal  prop- 
erty taxes,  particularly  on  sheep, 
and  for  wages  of  hired  labor.  Graz- 
ing fees  for  sheep  on  forest  land 
were  between  7 and  8 percent  higher 
than  in  1964.  These  rates  are  tied 
to  prices  received  for  lambs  in  the 
previous  year,  and  lamb  prices  in 
1964  were  up  from  1963.  In  1965 
the  overall  index  of  prices  paid  for 
items  used  in  production,  including 
wage  rates  for  hired  labor,  was  117 
( 1 957-59  = 100).  This  was  the  seventh 
consecutive  year  in  which  this  index 
has  increased.  However,  the  ratio 
of  prices  received  to, prices  paid 
was  more  favorable  in  1965  than  in 
the  previous  5 years. 

Although  the  2 -band  operating  unit 
has  maintained  about  the  same  size 
of  flock  over  the  years,  there  has 
been  an  increase  in  total  land 
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operated.  Ranchers  have  had  to  in- 
crease their  grazing  lands  and  rely 
less  on  public  domain  and  leased 
land.  Also,  the  cost  of  hired  labor 
has  remained  about  the  same,  but 
trucking  and  shipping  costs  have 
increased  significantly.  The  total 
bill  for  shearing,  trucking, 
machinery  (purchases  and  opera- 
tion), and  labor  averaged  around 
$14,500  per  ranch  in  1965.  This 
was  about  3.5  times  the  amount 
spent  for  these  services  and  items 
in  the  early  1940s.  Total  investment 
per  ranch  has  more  than  doubled 
since  1940  and  currently  approxi- 
mates $170,000,  with  about  two- 
thirds  of  it  investment  in  real 
estate. 


Southwest 

The  recovery  in  lamb  prices  that 
began  in  1 964  continued  through  1 965 
on  Southwest  sheep  ranches.  The 
prices  received  in  1965  for  lambs 
by  ranchers  in  the  Southwest  were 
the  highest  since  1951.  Weights  of 
lambs  marketed  were  heavy  as  pro- 
duction conditions  were  favorable. 
The  total  hundredweight  of  sheep 
and  lambs  marketed  in  1965  on  these 
ranches  was  up  nearly  30  percent 
from  a year  earlier,  and  total  cash 
receipts  from  the  sale  of  sheep  and 
lambs  were  up  48  percent  from  1964. 
The  average  wool  clip  per  animal 
sheared  was  also  up  from  1964  and 
the  total  amount  of  wool  marketed  in 
1965  was  between  6 and  7 percent 
greater  than  in  1964. 

Offsetting  a part  of  the  gain  was  a 
disappointingly  low  price  received 
by  producers  for  wool.  In  1965  the 
average  price  received  by  these 


producers  for  shorn  wool  was  42 
cents  per  pound  compared  with  51 
cents  in  1964.  However,  wool  in- 
centive payment  rates  were  higher 
than  in  1964  and  total  receipts  from 
wool  averaged  about  the  same  per 
ranch  in  1964  and  1965  (table  2). 

Despite  drought  in  some  sheep- 
producing  areas  of  the  Southwest 
and  a lamb  crop  that  was  6 percent- 
age points  less  in  1964  than  the 
favorable  level  reached  in  1963, 
ranchers  increased  inventory  num- 
bers . during  1965.  Although  fewer 
ewes  were  on  hand  January  1,  1966, 
than  a year  earlier,  ranchers  held 
a larger  than  normal  number  of  ewe 
lambs  off  the  market  for  replace- 
ment breeding  stock. 

Cash  receipts  were  up  substan- 
tially in  1965  from  1964  and  were 
about  5 percent  higher  than  in  1957- 
5 9,  representing  a recovery  to  i960 
and  1961  levels.  Cash  expenditures 
were  down  moderately  because  of 
lower  feed  costs.  Most  other  cate- 
gories of  expenditures  increased 
slightly.  The  1965  net  income's  on 
these  typical  sheep  ranches  were 
close  to  1957-59  levels.  The  infla- 
tion in  land  values  continued  through 
1965  and  this  together  with  slightly 
more  stock  sheep  per  ranch  at 
higher  values  per  head  meant  an  in- 
crease in  investment  per  ranch. 

Summary  index  numbers  of  net 
ranch  production,  income,  costs, 
prices  and  returns  indicated  1965 
was  a favorable  year  for  these 
ranchers.  In  1965  net  ranchproduc- 
tion  was  up  more  than  a fourth 
from  1964,  prices  received  were  up 
around  10  percent  and  prices  paid 
averaged  slightly  lower  than  in  1964. 
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